Serial No. 10/613,125 Atty. Docket No. 249/387 

Amendment dated February 5, 2008 Reply to Office Action Made Final of November 5, 2007 

REMARKS 

Prior to entry of this amendment, claims 1-5, 7-18, and 20-25 are currently pending in the 
subject application. Claims 5, 7, 16, and 21 have been amended. Claims 1, 12, 21 and 23 are 
independent. 

A. Introduction 

In the outstanding Office Action Made Final, 

a) claims 5, 16, 21, 22 and 25 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicants regard as the invention; 

b) claims 1-5, 8-18, 21 and 23-25 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by "Key Agreement in ad hoc Networks", Computer Communications, 
Volume 23, Number 17, 1 November 2000 to Asokan et al. ("the Asokan et al. 
reference"); and 

c) claims 7, 20 and 22 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) were rejected as 
being unpatentable over the Asokan et al. reference in further view of "Applied 
Cryptography" second edition, 1996 to Schneier ( "the Schneier reference"). 

These rejections are respectfully traversed for at least the reasons set forth below. 

B. Asserted Indefiniteness Rejection of Claims 5, 16. 21. 22 and 25 

In the outstanding Office Action Made Final, claims 5, 16, 21, 22 and 25 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph. Claims 5 and 16 have been amended to clarify that 
the key distribution center function therein is the same as that of their respective base claims. 
Claim 21 has been amended to clarify that the ad hoc group includes other wireless terminals. 
Therefore, it is requested that this rejection be withdrawn. 
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C. Asserted Anticipation Rejection of Claims 1-5. 8-18, 21 and 23-25 

In the outstanding Office Action Made Final, claims 1-5, 8-18, 21 and 23-25 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by the Asokan et al. reference. This 
rejection is traversed for at least the reasons set forth below. 

Independent claims 1 and 12 recite, inter alia, modifying "the second group key 
according to a modification time period, predetermined in the main wireless terminal." 
Similarly, independent claim 21 recites, inter alia, "modifying the second group key according to 
a predetermined modification time period," and independent claim 23 recites, inter alia, "the 
second group key which is modified according to a predetermined modification time period." 
Support for these limitations may be found, for example, in paragraph [0025] of the original 
specification on the first line of page 10. As noted in paragraphs [0026] and [0041] of the 
original specification, by having the second group key modified at a predetermined time, the 
vulnerability to hackers is reduced. 

In contrast, the P5 "session key" in the Asokan et al. reference, relied on as teaching this 
feature, is generated for each communication session and then discarded. The P5 session key, 
however, is not modified according to a predetermined modification time period. The portion of 
the Asokan et al. reference relied upon in the Office action is directed to a time required to share 
a key, i.e., the efficiency with which a key may be shared among users in a session. In 
particular, the modification of the P5 session key in not done in according to, i.e., at, a 
predetermined time period. Rather, in the Asokan et al. reference, the P5 session key is 
modified for each new session and is discarded at the end of that session, e.g., after an 
undetermined time period. 
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Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that the Asokan et al. reference fails to disclose or 

suggest the subject matter recited in independent claims 1, 12, 21, and 23. The remaining 

rejected claims depend, either directly or indirectly, from respective ones of these independent 

claims, and are believed to be allowable for at least the reasons their respective base claims are 

believed to be allowable. Therefore, it is respectfully requested that this rejection be withdrawn. 

D. Asserted Obviousness Rejection of Claims 7, 20 and 22 

In the outstanding Office Action Made Final, claims 7, 20 and 22 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Asokan et al. reference further in view of the 
Schneier reference. This rejection is traversed for at least the reasons discussed below. 

The Schneier reference fails to provide the teachings noted above as missing from the 
Asokan et al. reference. Claim 7 depends from independent claim 1, claim 20 depends from 
independent claim 12, and claim 22 depends ultimately from independent claim 21. Hence, 
claims 7, 20 and 22 are allowable as being dependent on an allowable base claim. Therefore, it 
is respectfully requested that this rejection be withdrawn. 

E. Entry of Amendment Requested 

Applicant respectfully submits that the pending claims are in condition for allowance, 
and that the instant amendments overcome the rejections set forth in the outstanding Office 
action. Further, the instant amendment merely corrects for informalities noted by the Examiner. 
Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that consideration of the instant amendment does not 
place an undue burden on the Examiner, and entry of the above amendment after final is 
respectfully requested. 
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F. Applicant Initiated Interview Request 

Applicants respectfully request, prior to the issuance of an action on the merits, that the 
Examiner grant a personal interview with applicants' representative in order to discuss the 
differences between the cited prior art and the subject matter recited in the claims. 

Tentative participants would be: 

• For Applicants: Susan S. Morse, Reg. No. 35,292. 

• For PTO: Examiner April Y. Shan 

- and - 

Supervisory Examiner Kim Y. Vu. 

Issues/Claims to be Discussed: 

• Each of the outstanding rejections as set forth in the Office Action Made Final 
of November 5, 2007. 

Applicants' representative will telephone the Examiner within the next two weeks in an 
attempt to schedule this personal interview. However, as applicants' representative cannot 
anticipate when this application will be scheduled for further action by the Examiner, it is 
requested that the Examiner contact applicants' representative by telephone, at the number given 
below, should a specific date for the interview not have been scheduled when the Examiner takes 
up this application for further action. Every effort will be made to meet the Examiner's 
scheduling preference. 

G. Conclusion 

The above remarks demonstrate failings of the Examiner's rationales for the outstanding 
rejections, and are sufficient to overcome the outstanding rejections. However, these remarks are 
not intended to, nor need they, comprehensively address each and every reason for the 
patentability of the claimed subject matter over the applied art. Accordingly, Applicant submits 
that the claims are allowable for reasons including, but not limited to, those set forth above, and 
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patentability of the claims does not depend solely on the particular claim element discussed 

above. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, reconsideration of this application is 
earnestly solicited, and an early and favorable further action upon all the claims is hereby 
requested. 

If the Examiner believes that additional discussions or information might advance the 
prosecution of the instant application, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at the 
telephone number listed below to expedite resolution of any outstanding issues. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Lee & Morse, p.c. 




Date: February 5, 2008 

Susan S. Morse, Reg. No. 35,292 

Attachment - Applicant Initiated Interview Request 

Lee & Morse, p.c. 

3141 Fairview Park Drive, Suite 500 

Falls Church, VA 22042 

703.207.0008 tel 

703.207.0003 fax 



PETITION and 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNT CHARGE AUTHORIZATION 

This document and any concurrently filed papers are believed to be timely. Should any extension of the term be 
required, applicant hereby petitions the Director for such extension and requests that any applicable petition fee be 
charged to Deposit Account No. 50-1645 . 

If fee payment is enclosed, this amount is believed to be correct. However, the Director is hereby authorized to 
charge any deficiency or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 50-1645 . 

Any additional fee(s) necessary to effect the proper and timely filing of the accompanying-papers may also be 
charged to Deposit Account No. 50-1645 . 
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